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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Amendment 



1 . This action is in response to the communication filed on June 9, 2004. 

2. Claims 1-6 and 11-13 are pending in this action. 

3. The applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-6 and 11-13 have been fully 
considered but they are not deemed to be persuasive. For examiner's response to the 
applicant's arguments or comments, see the detailed discussion in the Response to the 
Arguments section. 



4. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 1 1 
F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 

USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 
1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970);and, In re Thorington, 
418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .321(c) may be 
used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double 
patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly 
owned with this application. See 37 CFR 1.130(b). 

Effective January 1 , 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 

5. Claims 1, 6, 11, 12 and 13 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created 
doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 8 of 
copending Application No. 10/192,317 in view of Uppaluru (US 5,915,001). 



Double Patenting 



This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection. 
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Comparing claims 1 and 1 1 of instant application with claim 8 of application 
10/192,317 as follows: 

As per claim 1,a speech input system comprising: 

a speech input terminal provided with a speech input/output mean, a Web 
browser and a display mean for displaying an access status to an external system and a 
search result; 

a speech portal server provided with a speech recognizing mean for receiving a 
speech from said speech input terminal to recognize it as a text, a command converting 
mean for checking the recognized text with a command text dictionary, and separating it 
into a command text and an object text and a conversation control means; and 

the application service provider which is provided with an information search 
mean for searching information based on the command text and the object text received 
from said speech portal server, and serves said speech portal server with a search 
result : 

wherein said conversation control mean has access to, and receives a service 
from said application service provider which provides different information based on the 
separated command text and object text, and provides said speech input terminal with 
the service. 

Claim 8 of application 10/192,317 does not teach a Web browser. However, 
Uppaluru teaches a Web browser (column 6, lines 47-51). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use a Web 
browser because Uppaluru teaches his voice Web browser provides a subscriber with 
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fast, easy, convenient voice activated navigation and access to voice web pages using 
voice command (column 6, lines 40-51). 

Also it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention was made to omit elements when the remainder elements perform as 
before. A person of ordinary skill could have arrived at the present claims by omitting 
the details of the pending application's claims. See In re Karlson (CCPA) 136 USPQ 
184, decided January 16, 1963 ("Omission of element and its function in combination is 
obvious expedient if reminder elements perform same function before"). 

As per claim 6, the claim limitations are rejected based on the rational given to 
claim 1. Claim 8 of application 10/192,317 does not teach, "wherein said application 
service provider is a telephone information application service provider which serves 
telephone information". However, Uppaluru teaches, "wherein said application service 
provider is a telephone information application service provider which serves telephone 
information" (Fig. 3, element 314, a business White page and Fig. 4, element 414, a 
business White page, is provided telephone information using telephone information 
application service). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to use a telephone information application service 
provider because Uppaluru teaches his voice Web browser provides a subscriber with 
fast, easy, convenient voice activated navigation and access to voice web pages using 
voice command (column 6, lines 40-51) to provide with business white pages, yellow 
pages services (col. 9, lines 41-56). 
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As per claim 1 1 , a speech input terminal having an access to and receiving a 
service from a speech portal server and an application service provider for providing 
different information, and provided with an speech input mean , a web browser , and a 
display means for displaying an access status to an external system and a search 
result. 

Claim 8 of Application 10/192,317 does not teach a Web browser. However, 
Uppaluru teaches a Web browser (column 6, lines 47-51 ). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use a Web 
browser because Uppaluru teaches his voice Web browser provides a subscriber with 
fast, easy, convenient voice activated navigation and access to voice web pages using 
voice command (column 6, lines 40-51 ). 

Also it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention was made to omit elements when the remainder elements perform as 
before. A person of ordinary skill could have arrived at the present claims by omitting 
the details of the pending application's claims. See In re Karlson (CCPA) 136 USPQ 
184, decided January 16, 1963 ("Omission of element and its function in combination is 
- obvious expedient if reminder elements perform same function before"). 

As per claim 12, the claim limitations are rejected based on the rational given to 
claim 11 above. Claim 8 of Application 10/192,317 does not teach, "integrated into any 
one of a PDA, a portable phone, and an on board navigation system". However, 
Uppaluru teaches, "integrated into any one of a PDA, a portable phone, and an on 
board navigation system" (col. 6, lines 6-29, portable phone or cellular telephone). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use a portable telephone or cellular phone as an input terminal as taught by 
Uppaluru because an artisan with ordinary skill would readily recognized that would 
improve the server and client communication and provide mobility of the communication 
system. 

As per claim 13, the claim limitations are rejected based on the rational given to 
claim 11 above. Claim 1 of Application 10/192,317 does not teach, "integrated into any 
one of a home telephone, a TV set, and a PC". However, Uppaluru teaches, "integrated 
into any one of a home telephone, a TV set, and a PC" (col. 6, lines 6-29, a computer is 
a PC and a desktop telephone). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use a PC or a desktop telephone a $ 
an input terminal as taught by Uppaluru because an artisan with ordinary skill would 
readily recognized that would improve the server and client communication. 

6. Claims 2 and 4 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 8 of copending 
Application No. 10/192,317 in view of Uppaluru (US 5,915,001) as applied to claims 1 
and 1 1 above, and further in view of Walker et al. (US 6,434,529). 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection. 

As per claim 2, the claim limitations are rejected based on the rational given to 
claim 1 above. Claim 8 of Application 10/192,317 and Uppaluru do not teach, "said 
information search mean of the application service provider extracts every (n) 
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characters from the received object text, and searches for information based on 
n-character index created beforehand". However, Walker teaches, "said information 
search mean of the application service provider extracts every (n) characters from the 
received object text, and searches for information based on n-character index created 
beforehand" (col. 3, line 62 to col. 4, line 7, particularly reads on "in an illustrative 
embodiment, the mapping are maintained in a table, such that an index of a table entry 
containing a reference to an object instance associated with a given string may be 
obtained by the applying a predetermined function to the string"). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use 
Walker's teaching in the invention of claim 8 because Walker teaches his invention 
provides a speech recognition system which reduces the specialized post-processing 
program logic in an application program that typically needed to process speech 
recognition results (col. 3, lines 49-55). 

As per claim 4, the claim limitations are rejected based on the rational given to 
claim 1 above. Claim 8 of Application 10/192,317 and Uppaluru do not teach, "wherein 
said application service provider is a music information application service provider 
which serves music information". However, Walker teaches, "wherein said application 
service provider is a music information application service provider which serves music 
information" (col. 4, lines 24-50, a media-player application program). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
use Walker's teaching in the invention of claim 8 because Walker teaches his invention 
provides a speech recognition system which reduces the specialized post-processing 



Application/Control Number: 10/083,636 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2654 

program logic in an application program that typically needed to process speech 
recognition results (col. 3, lines 49-55). 



7. Claim 3 is provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 8 of copending 
Application No. 10/192, 317 in view of Uppaluru (US 5,915,001) as applied to claim 1 
above, and further in view of Cherveny et al. (US 6,401 ,068). 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection. 

As per claim 3, the claim limitations are rejected based on the rational given to 
claim 1. As per claim 3, Application No. 10/192, 317 and Uppaluru do not explicitly 
teach, "application service provider which serves map information". However, Cherveny 
teaches a application service provider which serves map information (col. 2, lines 22-37, 
here geographic data is map information). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use a map application service 
provider as teaches by Cherveny in the inventions of claim 8 of application 10/1 92,31 7's 
navigation information service provider because Cherveny teaches his invention 
providing improve map information while traveling and avoiding difficult writing map 
information while traveling (col. 1, line 61 to col. 2, line 5). 



8. Claim 5 is provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 8 of copending 
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Application No. 10/192,317 in view of Uppaluru (US 5,915,001) as applied to claim 1 
above, and further in view of Basore et al. (US 5,752,232). 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection. 

As per claim 5, the claim limitations are rejected based on the rational given to 
claim 1 . As per claim 5, Application No. 10/192,317 and Uppaluru do not explicitly 
teach, "wherein said application service provider is a broadcast program information 
application service provider which serves information on at least one of a TV broadcast 
program, a CS broadcast program, and a CATV broadcast program". However, Basore 
teaches, "wherein said application service provider is a broadcast program information 
application service provider which serves information on at least one of a TV broadcast 
program, a CS broadcast program, and a CATV broadcast program" (col. 4, line 49 to 
col. 5, line 40, TV schedule application). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use a TV schedule application 
service provider as teaches by Basore in the inventions of claim 8 of application 
10/1 92,31 7and Uppaluru's application service provider because Basore teaches his 
invention provide voice activated device can make extensive information from multiple 
network services quickly available to the user (col.6, lines 21-23). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 1 1, 12 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Walker et al. (US 6,434,529) in view of Uppaluru (US 5,91 5,001 ). 

As per claim 1 1 , Walker teaches, "a speech input terminal having an access to 
and receiving a service from a speech portal server and an application service provider 
for providing different information" (Fig. 1 , element 9, \/0 device; a speech portal server 
is element 4, Application program element 28), and "provided with an speech input 
mean" (Fig. 1 , element 9, I/O device as speech input mean", and "a display mean for 
displaying an access status to an external system and a search result" (col. 18 , line 30 
to col. 19, line 42, a computer includes a display and the result states is the access 
status of the external system and a search result and at col. 17, lines 25-49, particularly 
reads on "a result rejected event is used simply to provide users with feedback that 
something was heard but no action was taken, for example, by displaying "???" or 
sounding en error beep"). 

Walker does not teach a Web browser. However, Uppaluru teaches a Web 
browser (column 6, lines 47-51 ). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use a Web browser as teaches by 
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Uppaluru in the invention of Walker because Uppaluru teaches his voice Web browser 
provides a subscriber with fast, easy, convenient voice activated navigation and access 
to voice web pages using voice command (column 6, lines 40-51). 

As per claim 12, the claim limitations are rejected based on the rational given to 
claim 1 1 above. Walker teaches to use a computer and telephone network at the I/O 
terminal (col. 19, lines 25-42). Walker does not teach, "integrated into any one of a 
PDA, a portable phone, and an on-board navigation system". However, Uppaluru 
teaches, "integrated into any one of a PDA, a portable phone, and an on-board 
navigation system" (col. 6, lines 6-29, portable phone or cellular telephone). Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to use a portable telephone or cellular phone as an input terminal as taught by Uppaluru 
because an artisan with ordinary skill would readily recognized that would improve the 
server and client communication and provide mobility of the communication. 

As per claim 13, the claim limitations are rejected based on the rational given to 
claim 1 1 above and further Walker teaches, "integrated into any one of a home 
telephone, a TV set, and a PC" (col. 19, lines 25-41 , a computer is a PC and a 
telephone network). 

1 1 . Claims 1,2,4 and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Walker et al. (US 6,434,529) in view of Gould et al. (US 5,799,279) and Uppaluru 
(US 5,915,001). 

As per claim 1, Walker teaches, "a speech input system comprising:" 
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"a speech input terminal provided with a speech input/output mean, and a display 
mean for displaying an access status to an external system and a search result" (col. 5, 
lines 29, input/output (I/O) devices; col. 18 , line 30 to col. 19, line 42, a computer 
includes a display and the result states is the access status of the external system and 
a search result and at col. 17, lines 25-49, particularly reads on "a result rejected event 
is used simply to provide users with feedback that something was heard but no action 
was taken, for example, by displaying "???" or sounding en error beep"); 

"the application service provider which is provided with an information search 
mean for searching information based on the command text and the object text received 
from said speech portal server, and serves said speech portal server with a search 
result" (col. 4, lines 8-61, particularly reads on "the unique string may then be used 
within scripting language in tags of a rule grammar, in order to refer to the object 
instance that been "registered" in this way by the application program. . . the tag parser 
program calls methods on such application object instances directly". Here, command 
rule grammar parses the command string of character and object rule grammar parses 
the object character string and these tags are register in the program scripting language 
to perform the command search); 

"conversation control means" (col. 17, line 31 to col. 18, line 55, here 
conversation is controlled by the different state of the processing such as processing, 
suspended, rejected or accepted); 

"wherein said conversation control mean has access to, and receives a service 
from said application service provider which provides different information based on the 
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separated command text and object text, and provides said speech input terminal with 
the service" (col. 18, lines 23-28, particularly reads on "a result listener attached to a 
recognizer receives all results produced by that recognizer for all grammars"). 

Walker does not teach a Web browser. However, Uppaluru teaches a Web 
browser (column 6, lines 47-51). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use a Web browser as teaches by 
Uppaluru in the invention of Walker because Uppaluru teaches his voice Web browser 
provides a subscriber with fast, easy, convenient voice activated navigation and access 
to voice web pages using voice command (column 6, lines 40-51). 

Walker teaches at column 3, line 62 to column 4, line 61 , a mapping is 
maintained between at least one string formed using characters in the character set of 
the recognition grammar and instance of objects in the application program and 
command rule grammar parses the command string of character and object rule 
grammar parses the object character string and these tags are register in the program 
scripting language to perform the command search. Walker does not explicitly teaches, 
"receiving a speech from said speech input terminal to recognize it as a text, a 
command converting mean for checking the recognized text with a command text 
dictionary, and separating it into a command text and an object text". However, Gould 
teaches, "receiving a speech from said speech input terminal to recognize it as a text, a 
command converting mean for checking the recognized text with a command text 
dictionary, and separating it into a command text and an object text" (col. 6, lines 14-47, 
here first user's speech converted to text then determine whether the text is a command 
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or object by comparing with the command templates (see col. 4, lines 45-65), if the text 
is a command then command is performed on the object). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use Gould's 
teaching of recognizing user speech as text and separating command text and object 
text by comparing with command templates in the invention of Walker because Gould 
teaches his invention dose not require to switch modes for dictation and command, 
which will reduce the users confusion of the mode selection (col. 2, lines 6-13). 

As per claim 2, the claim limitations are rejected based on the rational given to 
claim 1 above and further Walker teaches, "said information search mean of the 
application service provider extracts every (n) characters from the received object text, 
and searches for information based on n-character index created beforehand" (col. 3, 
line 62 to col. 4, line 7, particularly reads on "in an illustrative embodiment, the mapping 
are maintained in a table, such that an index of a table entry containing a reference to 
an object instance associated with a given string may be obtained by the applying a 
predetermined function to the string"). 

As per claim 4, the claim limitations are rejected based on the rational given to 
claim 1 above and further Walker teaches, "wherein said application service provider is 
a music information application service provider which serves music information" (col. 4, 
lines 24-50, a media-player application program). 

As per claim 6, the claim limitations are rejected based on the rational given to 
claim 1. Walker does not explicitly teach, "wherein said application service provider is a 
telephone information application service provider which serves telephone information". 
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However, Uppaluru teaches, "wherein said application service provider is a telephone 
information application service provider which serves telephone information" (Fig. 3, 
element 314, a business White page and Fig. 4, element 414, a business White page, is 
provided telephone information using telephone information application service). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use a telephone information application service provider as teaches by 
Uppaluru in the invention of Walker because Uppaluru teaches his voice Web browser 
provides a subscriber with fast, easy, convenient voice activated navigation and access 
to voice web pages using voice command (column 6, lines 40-51) to provide with 
business white pages, yellow pages services (col. 9, lines 41-56). 

12. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker et 
al. (US 6,434,529) in view of Gould et al. (US 5,799,279) and Uppaluru (US 5,91 5,001 ) 
as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Cherveny et al. (US 6,401 ,068). 

As per claim 3, the claim limitations are rejected based on the rational given to 
claim 1 . As per claim 3, Walker, Gould and Uppaluru do not explicitly teach, "application 
service provider which serves map information". However, Cherveny teaches a 
application service provider which serves map information (col. 2, lines 22-37, here 
geographic data is map information). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use a map application service 
provider as teaches by Cherveny in the inventions of Walker, Gould and Uppaluru's 
navigation information service provider because Cherveny teaches his invention 
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providing improve map information while traveling and avoiding difficult writing map 
information while traveling (col. 1, line 61 to col. 2, line 5). 

1 3. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Walker et 
al. (US 6,434,529) in view of Gould et al. (US 5,799,279) and Uppaluru (US 5,915,001) 
as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Basore et al. (US 5,752,232). 

As per claim 5, the claim limitations are rejected based on the rational given to 
claim 1 . As per claim 5, Walker, Gould and Uppaluru do not explicitly teach, "wherein 
said application service provider is a broadcast program information application service 
provider which serves information on at least one of a TV broadcast program, a CS 
broadcast program, and a CATV broadcast program". However, Basore teaches, 
"wherein said application service provider is a broadcast program information 
application service provider which serves information on at least one of a TV broadcast 
program, a CS broadcast program, and a CATV broadcast program" (col. 4, line 49 to 
col. 5, line 40, TV schedule application). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use a TV schedule application 
service provider as teaches by Basore in the inventions of Walker, Gould and 
Uppaluru's application service provider because Basore teaches his invention provide 
voice activated device can make extensive information from multiple network services 
quickly available to the user (col.6, lines 21-23). 
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Response to Arguments 

14. The applicant asserted, "there is no claim 1 in U.S. patent application Serial No. 
10/192,317^M^reover, to the extent that the Examiner may have intended to refer to 
claim 7 of the application of the as the basis for the present rejection, Applicants note 
that claim 7 has also been cancelled by the amendment filed April 23, 2004 therein. 
Accordingly, the rejection of claims 1-6 and 11-13 herein on obviousness-type double 



patenting grounds, based on claim 1 of U.S. Patent application Serial N^1 0/1 92,31^ 




cannot be maintained, and no terminal disclaimer has therefore been submitted". 

The examiner regrets that there was a typographical mistake, where claim 7 
typed as claim 1. However, the examiner wrote claim 7 limitations in the rejection 
details. As the applicant acknowledges that the examiner intended to mean claim 7 of 
the application as the basis for the present rejection. 

The applicant also canceled claim 7 of the application serial No^JX)/192,31^ahd 
amended claim 8 by adding claim 7 's limitations of the application serial No. 
10/192,31^. However, 1-6 and 11-13 would be obvious being broader in comparison to 
claim 8 as indicated in the obviousness-type double patenting rejection above. 
Therefore, obviousness-type double patenting will be maintained. 



15. 



The applicant fails to argue claims rejection under USC 103 (a). 
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Conclusion 

1 6. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 



Contact Information 
17. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Abul K. Azad whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
3838. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richemond Dorvil, can be reached at (703) 305-9645. 
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Any response to this action should be mailed to: 



Commissioner for Patents 



P.O. Box 1450 



Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 



Or faxed to: 

(703) 872-9314 

(For informal or draft communications, please label "PROPOSED" or "DRAFT") 
Hand-delivered responses should be brought to 2121 Crystal Drive, Arlington, 
VA, Sixth Floor (Receptionist). 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application should 
be directed to the Technology Center's Customer Service Office at telephone number 
(703) 306-0377. 



August 17, 2004 



Abul K. Azad 




